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III.-THE LOST COMMENTARY OF OECUMENIUS 
ON THE APOCALYPSE. 

In the course of my examination of the Greek MSS of the 
Apocalypse I came to No. 99 Messina (Greg. 146) and very 
nearly passed it by. I had arranged in 1907 to have the MS 
sent to Rome to be photographed, but delayed giving the final 
order. The earthquake of 1908 supervened, the librarian of the 
university was killed, and I did not know what had been the fate 
of the MS. 

I can now report that the MS is safe, and as it contains the 
whole commentary of Oecumenius, and as it is the only codex in 
the world known to us to contain this unpublished commentary, 
I think some account of it will interest readers of this Journal. 

Professor F. Diekamp was the first to call attention to this 
matter in 1901 1 and as he was able from it to give us a very close 
date for Oecumenius (until then unknown), the article should have 
attracted even more attention than it did. 2 Gregory repeats in 
1902 (Textkritik, p. 807) " vielleicht vom ende des zehnten Jahr- 
hunderts ", and only in 1909 (Textkritik, p. 1352 bottom) does 
he correct this and very briefly. Under his new number for 
Apoc. 146 (viz. 2053) on p. 1191 he says nothing further. Nor, as 
far as I can find out, has he or Von Soden catalogued the other 
MS which Professor Diekamp brought to our notice, viz. B. I. 15 
(Pasini cat. 84) at Turin which is a sister of Vat. gr. 1426 (Apoc. 
155, now Greg. 2062) and a third member of the tiny group of 
Oecumenian MSS; for otherwise 3 we have nothing but a few 
MSS with abbreviated and mixed commentaries of Andreas and 
Oecumenius, which have little interest as such. 

To the learned, patient and sympathetic Monsignor Mercati at 
the Vatican I owe my acquaintance with Professor Diekamp's 
article. I have been in communication with Professor Diekamp 
and his intention of publishing the whole commentary, which 
he mentioned in 1901, holds good "in nicht zu ferner zeit" so 

1 Sitzungsbericht, Berlin, No. xlii, xliii, p. 1046 seq. 

s Referred to in Hastings' Diet, of the Bible, v. 523, and by Dr. Swete in his 
ed. of the Apoc, p. exciv. 
3 Ottob. gr. 126, 127 is but a XVII century copy of Vat. gr. 1426. 
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that I shall only anticipate him far enough to outline a few 
important facts in connection with the matter. 

The Messina MS came from the local monastery of San Sal- 
vatore, where it bore the same No. 99. It is bicolumnar and 
generally dated beginning of the XIII cent. It may easily be 
early XII, however, and appears as much Constinopolitan as 
Egyptian or Sicilian. The ink is faded on some pages, and 
these pages would not make good photographs. Iota postscript 
occurs occasionally. The MS. was no doubt copied locally from 
an older MS, for the Vatican and Turin documents are not copied 
direct from Messina 99. 

So much for dry preliminary matter. 

While Messina 99 contains the whole of the Apoc. cum com., 
the other two MSS jump from ch i. fin to xv. init. purposely 
abbreviating, and omitting chs. ii-xiv, inclusive, so that for this 
section we are left with only the one MS. For the rest we have 
a certain amount of check from Vat. 1426 and Turin B. I. 15. 

The reason Oecumenius' commentary was never popularized 
or copied is easy to see, for he rushes from text to commentary 
and back again without special separation, besides repeating the 
text almost seriatim among the scholia, and it is hard for scribes 
to keep the text distinct. On the other hand the book has this 
great merit, that the text is repeated (for at least 75$ of the 
contents of the Apoc.) in smaller clauses, upon which he 
comments after leaving the larger sections of the text, which are 
first given. 

This acts as a check on the text proper, which is rough or cor- 
rupt in places, and absolutely proves to our great satisfaction that 
we are dealing with Oecumenius' very own text and not, as in 
the case of some of the Andreas MSS, with a text which Andreas 
himself did not use originally. 

From ch. i, 1 we now get Oecumenius' date, for, commenting 

on a Set yevi<r8ai iv r<ix« he says : 

t'l 6e j3ov%erat avruc to TtpoaOuvat a del ytvtcdai kv ra^ei, 

Kal toi tuv fieXKovrav iaecBai oviro [ovnore Vatgr 1426) Ttrikeajiivav fjirj 

tz'Xkiotov de&pafiTjudToc XP^ V0V ?£ °v Tavra elfjqTcu. 

€TG>v TrXeiovuv tj itevTaKooiuv k. t. A. 

This provided us with an approximate date of the end of the VI 
or beginning of the VII century, say circa 600 a. D. 

Therefore, as we can easily prove that the Messina MS gives 
us the undoctored text of Oecumenius himself, we recover an 
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uncial text of 600 A. D. as well as the lost commentary at the 
same time. After 1300 years this is very satisfactory. 

I must leave the full treatment of the text for another occasion. 
It has many new points not reproduced in any Greek cursives, 
which confirms the view that it remained unknown and was not 
freely recopied, if at all. Beyond this it has other points of con- 
tact with some old readings in cursives, and while very friendly 
with the Latin (being quite alone with gigas a number of times) 
it agrees frequently alone with x and A severally in particular 
expressions, which rather ties down to Alexandria again what is 
undoubtedly rather a peculiar and eclectic text in places. 

But the commentary itself is quite interesting and will repay 
some study, so that we must hope that Professor Diekamp will 
find the time and opportunity to publish it in the near future. 

Two points only do I wish to mention here at some length. 

In xv. 6 Oecumenius seems to be the chief authority for \i60v 
(as opposed to XiW). He seems to know nothing of Xtyoi/. In 
fact in some MSS combining Oec. and Andreas commentaries 
the scholia are completely left out at this place, no doubt owing 
to the conflict between these two words. 

Oecumenius' comment on xv. 6 is as follows : 

to hi iv8(8v<rdai tous dyyeXovc, \ldov Kadaphp Xapirpop ieiyua rvyxapa, 
rjjs Tifiias airatv icai Kadapas zeal cpeoTeiKijr, icai els to (taX6i> (spatium lltt. 
sex in 146, non in 155) cx o "°~ r > s cpucrecos, 17 Spa tov x v 'veieSvTo' 1 
Xitfos yap 6 (co- irapa ttjs #«'ar aWpacrTat ypacpijs, cos irapa 'HcraTa. iioi 
cycb cp/3aXAco els Ta 6ep.e\ia (ritav \i3op iroXvTfXrj «kX€ktoj», Kai irapa Tail 
irpo<pt]Tt). X160V op an edoKtp.au av ol otKodopovPTes' ovtos eyevrj&rj els KC<fia\rjp 
ywvias. tovtov €pBe8vo~6at top XLBop, Kai rjp-iv 6 o~o(fia)TaTos iravXos irapaipei' 
fpb'voaoBai top Xl6ov ijp.ii/ in ^i/. kol\ ttjs aapKos irpopoiav fir) iroieicrdc 

tls tn-icJupiac. 4 I have recently reviewed the evidence {Gen. of the 
Versions, p. 389, vol. 1) so do not do so here. Oecumenius' 
testimony was then unknown to me, but simply joins a group 
with him elsewhere. 

But far more important is another matter which I came across 
in Holy Week of last year. Oecumenius quotes quite often from 
St. Paul's Epistles and only occasionally from the Gospels, but 
he actually gives us the disputed Word from the cross (Luke 
xxiii 34) and in a manner which is quite interesting, thus adding 
yet another ancient witness for the reading. A reference to this 

1 146 (kveScSoTo 155). * 146 (ivSvaaoUt 155). * +2.eyuv 155. 

*Sic 146 (iiridvfuay- sic 155). 
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matter will enable me to dispel an apparent ambiguity on p. 377, 
vol. 1, of my " Concerning the Genesis of the Versions " for which 
the reviewer in the Journal of Theol. Studies, as I understand 
his criticism, rather unnecessarily took me to task. I had written 

" That the evidence is not unfaltering as well, makes for rather than against 
the reading". 

Concerning this he said : 

" On page 377 there is some irrelevance ". 

Of course what I meant was this: that a reading existing in 
Irenaeus day, questioned by some MSS in the IV or V century, 
but reaffirmed in ancient times by the Church and by ecclesiastical 
writers of standing, having access to contemporary documents 
(after doubt had been thrown upon it by a few manuscripts, 
whether through incuria or deliberately), gathered the greater 
force. Now it so happens that Oecumenius makes my point for 
me and in these words : 

ov fiovov 8e eiVoC T)V AiaKpvyuv roiiC nurrovC a\\a Kal tou<t ev dyvota Kal 
airaT rj <rvv*pyi]<TavTa<r rai o~rpoii tov kv. irepl &>v (Xeyev. ir e p a<p e o 
avr ov yap o 1 8 a a i t i 7roioCoiK. el Kal 6 KvptWoC iv Tpio— 
KatAeKara) ^^^\i'l^)^ Kara 'l'ov\tavov Xe'yet' pr/ Keitrdai TavTrjv tov kv ri)V 
eiixOf/P iv ro'iC evayyehloiC ' trap ^f»i Si ye ctpHTai' 

For the full force of dptjTai consult the quotation above con- 
cerning the message of the Apocalypse itself (comment, on 
ch. i, i) *'£ oS ravra ("prjTai. Oecumenius uses this expression 
very freely throughout of the announcements of prophets and 
evangelists. 

So that we are evidently to read here " But of a truth in our 
day it is found in our copies and announced as the proper trans- 
mission of the text", and that notwithstanding Cyril of Alexan- 
dria's apparent adverse testimony. As I have pointed out before 
I hardly consider x a and Cyril as two witnesses but as one. 
They no doubt flourished about the same time (the date of 
Cyril's opus cit. is thought to be circa 433) and both of Alexan- 
dria. It adds some force to Oecumenius' testimony and contra- 
diction of this to find that his text is an Alexandrian one too. 

The point to note is that Oecumenius now makes us certain 
that Cyril of Alex, left out the words intentionally in his com- 
mentary on St. Luke's Gospel, for he informs us that Cyril stated 
(again) in the XHIth book against Julian that this short prayer 
of our Lord was not found in the Gospels. Now we have only 
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ten books of Cyril's work against Julian, besides a few fragments 
of some others, and this statement of Oecumenius seems therefore 
to provide us with a new fact in textual criticism. 1 

It is now perfectly clear that the reading known to Irenaeus 
and his contemporaries (whether cancelled by Marcion pre- 
viously or not) was questioned between about A. d. 350 and 500, 
but that by 600 A. D. the matter had been quite laid aside, as 
Oecumenius informs us. 

We are the people who revived the question in the XlXth 
century. 

As regards the evidence for omission : 

Mr. Buchanan has disposed of the witness b*. 

1 have shown (confirmed by Dr. Souter) that the text of the 
MS a was in St. Jerome's hands, and a's testimony is hopelessly 
contradicted by St. Jerome. 

We can surely class « a and Cyril as the same witness in a cer- 
tain Alexandrian school of criticism A. D. 430. The Greek cur- 
sive 435 is absolutely in the same class. With 38 J I am not so 
familiar. 

The division among Coptic MSS again shows that the dispute 
as to the verse was largely a local one. 

We are left with Dd, an important Graeco-Latin witness, of 
about the same age as Oecumenius himself. But the witness of 
Dd is not borne out by such otherwise very sympathetic codices 
as 28, 157, 473, 604, 892 and most of the Syriacs (all of whom do 
not scruple to sustain Da? elsewhere) — not to speak of the other 
Latins — although the new Greek MS W omits. 3 W and D, how- 

J Dr. Diekamp says that there are fragments of the Xllth, XHIth and 
XlVth books in the MS 165 at St. Mark's, Venice, but these I have seen 
and they do not bear on the point. 

2 38 of the Gospels is a different MS from 38 of the Apoc. The latter is to 
be found (although only its margin) as a factor above at xv. 6. It has a most 
valuable base, but goes very wild at times, as my forthcoming publication of 
the MSS of the Apocalypse will show. 

3 The total evidence for omission to date is as follows : N»BD*, TiW a 6** 
<^38. 435> 579- 597 s y "" sa ^ *"^ %> an< l tn ' s remember against Hegesippus, 
Irenaeus, Origen, Clemhom and the rest. Von Soden does not adduce a single 
new witness against the prayer, and this notwithstanding intense sympathy 
of some of his Sinai, Jerusalem and Athos codices for readings of KB else- 
where. Nor does his Tiflis MS. 050 (representing the composite base of 
B-N-D) omit. Correct von Soden's account of the matter however by changing 
b to b** and add his e 340 = Gregory 597, the Venice MS. mentioned by 
Gregory in his Emendanda to Tischendorf's VHIth edition; for both 597 



LOST COMMENTARY OF OECUMENIUS. 305 

ever, are very closely allied and do not represent two schools, 
but one. 

There remains then the great B, whose testimony here has 
probably caused us to revive the question of the Vth century. If 
B had been on the other side, we should hear very little of this. 
B therefore remains the largest factor in the matter for us today 
and has to be reckoned with. The remaining important witness for 
omission is the Sinaitic Syriac against its sister Syr cu, which has 
it in the proper place ; and against the diatess. arab. It has gen- 
erally been stated that the prayer is out of its proper place in 
Tatian's harmony and occurs before Luke xxiii. 46, but I think 
an inspection of the place and the context will show that the exi- 
gencies of the fourfold narrative, which are here brought into full 
play, are probably alone responsible for the prayer having been 
placed where it is to be found in the harmony, due to the expan- 
sion of the record from one account to embrace those of the four 
narrators. 

I think the above is a fair statement of the matter as it stands 
today, and I cannot help believing that Oecumenius' testimony 
clarifies the air, and rather narrows the matter down to one school 
of criticism. 

I will now give the entire context of the quotation. It occurs 
on the passage concerning the sealing of the XII tribes, and is 
only extant in the Messina MS. 

Oecumenius, alone among MSS, leaves out the text of Apoc. 
vii. 5-8 altogether, and substitutes for the verses these remarks : 

After VII 4 fin. OCCUrS (as text) + K al \iyci Xotjrw djro fiedoTHC 
<f>v\HC, 6all(ica)(i\.id8a<r rover acppayiaBevraa. And then follows : l 
ivTcvOtv oa<pucr rd Trtpioavra 'I'ovbaiova iv ran itpos pupaiovtr iro\tpa> 
BciKvvrai rm tvayyt\iarrji, a irpofpdafi yiyovtv avroia rov aravpov ' na\ 
tt)<t Kara, rov kv wapoipiaa ' oi ydp riaaapta aryytXot ol Kparovvrta raa 
riaaapaa yaviaa rrja 'l'ov8aiut> yija' itppoipovv onaa prjbua rav a£lwv 
TfOdvai (sic *) 'I'ovSaiav Sia(piyt] ' SciX/ay 'Yaac avroia ififidWovrta rija 
ipvyrja. tj bva\tpdaC riHaa, rj i^apovrrja narplboC it66o yvvaiKwv rf (cat 
<ptKdru>v. aripa Tponinaxr biaarjixaivfrai. bid tov KpartiaOai rao riaaapaa 
ytovlaa rija 'I'ovbalaa' to be yt rova riaaapaa dvip.ova Kparciaoat i<p a> 
re ptj nvieiv ptjrt in\ tijC y^lC M Tt * vl T VC 6a\aaar)C- p>) rt '"■• " 
bivbpov viroaHpaivci * rb t prj bepiav avroiQ dvdi T *v£tv (vpaaBt iv ra no\i- 

(Soden 340) and 579 (Soden 376) omit. T 1 (Seden 78) is a IX cent, uncial at 
Paris from the White monastery, published by Amelineau. 

I I have substituted t) for H of the scribe which occurs frequently. Other- 
wise it is close to the autograph. 
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pmi' pt]bi rtva re>v avp(f>opwv irapai\n>xr)v, pr/rt rover eirl rrjc y>)C Trefo- 
paxovvraa ' pr/re rovtr iv rrji Btikaoor) vavpaxovvraa ' iroXXa yap ivavpd- 
Xt)trav Kara rbv 'I' aarpvnov ' ptfre pijv (sic) 1 Tour yeapyia Kai <f>vra>v impeXela 
ivpoaavi\ovraC' irdvraC yap apbrfv (ea.T«Xaj3* ra kuku' 7to\(o>v piv irvp no\ov- 
pivu>v' yr)C bi btjovpivrjC' <f>vrav bi Ktipopivav & btt irdvra 6 'I'aio-i/iriroC 
aKpi(35>C tircl-tpxfTai iv T§ Tijcr "t'epoaoXipav dXa>o"»a>C 'i'trropia ' (VII. 2/3 
repeated) Kai elbov ayytXov dvajiaiHovra drto anaroXrja r/Xtov ex ovaa 
<T<fipayi8a 8v faWoC ' Kai (Kpa£t (pavrj peyaXt) raitc riao-apaiv dyyiXoto; 01C 
tboBt) airoia a\iKr)<rat rr)v yr/v Kai rijv 8aXaaaav Xiyav ' prjbiv dbtKtjoert 
cp H> a\pi afppayitrOSxTiv ol bovXoi tov 8v r/pwv ' ro pip dnb dvaro\fjC qXioti. 
aXXa pf/ dno bvapav xa\ rrjc iairipaC napaylveo8ai rbv deiov ayytXov ' 
tiayyeXio-pbv alvirrtrai Kai dyad&v iitayyeXlav ' rqv St ye a<ppaylSa rfjv vvv. 
Kai 6 irpo<f>Trrt]C iv nvi npoopav <i\eyev' iarjpeiwdt) i<j> fjpao~ to <pa>C tov 
■npooumov aov K(' ' (caX£C ri »C to prjbiva dbiKrjdrjvai KfXevet, aXP 1 otppayio— 
85>o~lv ol rov biao~<odrjvai r&v 'Vovbaitcv a£toi ' onatC prj bi ol biKaiot ffvv 
toiC d/napT4)XoiC nd8a>ai n rav d^ovXr/rov ' Kai io<ppdyio-av <p H (Karovrta- 
o-apa (as in full text above On VII. 4), KovriaaapaC xiiXtucW' 
(compendio) 7ro\Xol yap rjouv Kai apidpov Kptirrov(o~ ol x<° 1 mo-rfvo~avreo- 
ck rav 'I'ovbalaH ' ole Kai to o-a>f«cr#a« eV rrjC icotvijc ixpfiXcro navoXedplaa- ' 
ko.1 paprvpovaiv ol Xiyovrfa rati iravXui iv I'Xrjp yevopivai ' 8«opelc ai«X^>< 
TroVai pvpiabcar cio~lv 'I'ovAalav rS>v niiriartvKOTav ov pnvov bi eiKOC iv 
&id<pvyftv roi/C niarovo. dWa Kai roia iv dyvola Kai dndrj] avvepyrjoavrao- 
ra>i arp&i tou kv' it t pi a f\tytv' ntp atpto- air 011 yap 
olbaa l Tt jrotoOcrti'" el Kai 6 kv piWoC ivrpiaKaihfKara 
(StSXicot Kara 'VovXlavov Xeytt' /iij Ktio-0ai ravrtjv 
toC kv rqv tvx^ijv i v TotC tiiayyeXiotC' nap H^itK bi 
ye eipHrai' Kai ov povov toutovo - , uXXa (cat touo" ovbi napovrao 
TtjviKaht. 1) ivbripovvraa iv rt) IXrjp ' kai bia touto ov KfKOivavtjKorao- ri) 
dvoaiat /3ouX^ ' ra>v Karapdronv op^itp/cov rrj rr« pi toC arpov. rj Kai 
napovraa piv, oi pt)v (sic) toC pidaparoa KareaxiKorao-. tl Kai avric 
nao-av ei\6yt]o-e rr]v irr olpavov, ivavriaC airo(3a — (sic fin lin) ' t] a>c ro 
Btoo-Tvyea r) /3ou\«to o-vpi&piov r£>v napavopav ' ovo- wdvraa (IkoC vorcpov 
rrp x$ o~<ppayta$f}vat nlarei ' oi yap &v airovo' aXXa>c a^-y«XoC €K«Xf*r« 
bovkova 6v ' hv btaaadivrov (pvyrjri Kai to npbc papaiova airopo^fjo-ai, 
ol Xoiirot kokoi, kokS>C &lt<p8dpr)oav ' Bearpov ytvr)8ivrta ran xoapeoi Kai 
dyyiXotC Kai dvdp&noiC ' erepaC Kai oix «>C o waCXocr nepl rS>v Beantaiav 
elpr)Kev diroarokav' roiriav bi naXiv pdprvs 6 'i'c»o-!)TrjroC ffX«Vraa ooao- 
irapapv8oipevoC pvpidftao Tail Xtuui to bi 'I'aov Kara Toy apidpbv r&v i£ 
exao-rrjC <f>v\rjC o-<f>payiadivr<>>v ri Kai ireTriorevKdraiy, rbv 'I'croripov £rfkov 

1 Used again, alone among MSS, at VII. 16 ovre pijv (pro ovSe prim.) where 
A 14-92. 18. use ol(h pi). 2 Act. XXI. 20. 
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s to rrjC wlo-TtmC 6/idSo^ov alviTTtrai ' k&v (k ti)c &e pev ttjC <f>v\rj<r irktiovir ' e £ 
erepaa ii eXdrrovo- eai>6r\adv re xat etiiarevaav \a>' roit jrapa 'I'ovSaiav fiiv 
aTifia<T0e>>Ti' wap rfpav ie ye Kai wa<rrj<r vnepKoopiov KTiaeaC npoirKwovpiva' 
NOv xai del ' Kai eltr rover alavaar tS>i> alavav. dprjv J 

f Mfocne/i[J]oc : 

Jairra /iiv antp 6 Myoc a<f>t/ 
yqoaTo, dsdeiKTat toi 
Beoireoiui evayytTiUSTtji. ire 
, pi T<bv i!j al/xaroc "irfk iafp 
ywjihuv Kai did tovto* 

fo. 41 recto col II entire 
aadivruv • elra Kai ne 

TZlOTtVKOTWV • dXV 07r~ 

fiqdsv eXAiTreff avrut de 
wprfiurj • ii'iKWGiv avrai 
xPlf-aTiafibc Kai ran a 
irsipovo ran iffvov fiv 
piadaa • raa usrd ravra 
T7ji iriarei izpocdpapbTao (?) 
dfityi ti t'ov k~v ovoao • Kai 
rai Beiai napsaraaaa 
dpdvut- • eireidij yap b 
aov 01OT6) iv rtji Tyo 8ea 
piao irpoava/puvrjoei b ice' 
ypdtynai napayivdfitvoc 
iv riji devripa izapovoict • 
oi Si dytoi Tt/vtKaSs dp 
na^ovrai iv v£<j>i?i.ai ""■ 
tic VKavTqalv tov ape • 
Kara rbv dslov anoOToXo^ 
■KporjpTTayuhava avrova 
ij birraoia SeiKvvoi Kai 
Tijc airoKetfisvqc avrolc 
paKapiorqroc rervxy 
Kbraa • rl yap tov qt-taotiai 
fo. 41 verso col. I top 

usTa x v elvai Kai tov del 

ov inoiTTevciv dpdvov 

piaKapiarspov • *0p« 

> Si t'i 0h\ piera rav vii, 9 

> Ta elSov Kai "1 Sov b%^ \ 1 

> iroTivc ov aptdfiTjaat 

K. T. 7i. 



1 From here on I give the MS in cols, to show the arrangement. 
* End of col. I fo. 41 recto. 
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I must be very brief as to the text but I will try and condense 
a few points of interest establishing its age. 

We are alone, or nearly alone, with gigas as follows : 

I. 7 + tov ovpavov (post vetyeXav) 59 and gig. 

IV. 6 KCU tv flCOU TOV OpOVOV 

VI. 7 to TiTaprov i^uov C Gr,- and gig. 
VII. 2 + nai Ta tievSpa (post Saliaooav) text (nan com.) 
XII. 13 eiiuKt pro £<5«jfe text et com. (ter) 
XV. 8 \Tt\e06a01v text] sed jrh/pudaaw com. Cf. gig. 
XVIII. 16 — tv (ante X9 vaa ) 
XIX. 4 ev to> Bpova (pro em tov Bpovov) 

Besides many other places where gigas is in a small group, as 
i. 14 (com-j + Kai ante »<r« x* av > •"• 3 '"P " °~< (P ro «>» <** sec.) with 
56 only and latt, vi. 2 — km uli. {ante %va) latt and only 3 Greek 
cursives, ix. 2 conflating pcya\r)s Kato/ievqc with gig. syr s 36 and 38 
(all others substitute), so that we carry the Latin back with and 
beyond us. The Gigas version of the Apoc. may not be as old 
as that of the Acts (which undoubtedly goes back of Lucifer 
and A. D. 350), but with our other affiliations, this Graeco-Latin 
plainly derives from something much older than 600 A. D. 

Now see the sympathetic bond with A (Codex Alexandrinus), 
which takes us to the neighborhood of 500 A. D. 

V. 6 aneoTaAfitvoi (-to) text and A and Oec. alone 
com. 

(oLTteoTalfitva X and four cursives 
aitooTiKkopxva B and seventy cursives 
Ta a-KEoTaXfieva P and twelve cursives 
Ta anoOTeTi/iofieva twelve cursives) 
VII. 16 ovre ftrpi (pro ovSz prim.) A 14-92 18 and Oec. 

XIII. 10 arroKTepetv (pro aKonrtvei) Oec. (anonTavtirivai A 19 only) 

XIV. 18 — e^rjWev text and com. A 81* 100 mgig only, and Oec. 

XVI. 17 — tov ovpavov A sah copt two cursives (14-92. 95) 

and Oec. 
XVII. 3 yepovra ovofiara A (X P) and Oec. 

XVIII. 3 — tov 00/011 text and com. A alone and D«. 

10 fuav upav (pro tv fua upa) A 95 102 and Oec. 

21 jivkivov (pro fivkav) A alone and Oec. (jwXikov C) 

XXI. 11 — txovaav tt[v 6o£av tov deov ) A 35 98, (35 104 + icai) (Copt.) and 

(cat j Oec. 

XXII. 5 ovx eijovoi xpttav A gig (■$•""• $) an< ^ Oec. 

8 e/3/leirov (pro eflAefa) txt Steam A alone and Oec. 

11 — nai pimuv pvmioaTO etc txt A eight cursives and Oec. 
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I could add many other places with some support, as iii. 17 
ovSef pro ov&tvos with A (C) 12-81-114-121 Syr. S, XVII. 8 

vnayei, XIX. 6 — <■>{ Sec. etc. 

Then consider N with Oec, taking us back to a period before 
400 A. D. : 

I. 17 ff (pro "7>of) N two cursives (13-23-55 and 36) and 

Oec. 
ibid. — firi fyojiov N and two cursives only with Oec. text 

V. 5 —0 av text and com. S 14. 32. gig. Copt. Syr. S and Oec. 

VI. 15 loxvpoi (pro 01 dwaroi text ) H 50 95 Latt. and Oec. 



r 



and com. 

VIII. 13 — tv text (non com.) N alone and Oec. 

IX. 2/3 — tov Qpearoc. Kai ck tov) K*68 and Oec. 
Kairvov text (habet com.) ( 
6 <pvy7/ (pro fevgerat) text [com. ) X only and Oec. 
(pevyet ut AP] \ 

12 — % init. (N) and K<J only and Oec. 

1 3 — reaaapav text and <w«. N « A 1 8 Copt. Latt alia, and Oec. 
X. 9 (iipXiov text (om. claus. com.) S only and Oec. 

XI. 16 — olprim. N» A 72 Copt, and 0«. 

XIV. 13. nai (pro vai) 33 98 and Oec. (om. vcu N* Copt.) 

19 /J». [t^v iisyahriv) N very few cursives and Oec. with 

textus receptus against to\> fieyav 
of CBP and most, tov ^a of A 
and 1 8, tov fieyakov by 36 
N 1 19-123 vg. Prim, and Oec. 
S 14-92. 38 gig. copt. aetk arm Tick. 

and Oec. 
N 59 Copt, and 0«. 
S 36 Copt. Sah Syr. S and Oec. 

K* 38 61-126 gig. (Copt.) and 0«. 
N twelve cursives Copt, and Of. 
So AP 62=63-65-72 Syr. S and 0«\ 
Cf. S* aficdvoTivoo (a/iedvaoa No and 
Oec. com.) 
XXII. 2 — tov (ante edvuv) text H, no cursives, latt. and 0«. 

In the same chapter (XIII) we find Oec. using »oui< for ova in 
his <w». (XIII. 9) and N* at XIII. 18 using ova for tov vow. In 
XIII. 8 Oec. {text and *w».) writes ovpai-ov for apviov. N does 
this at XXI. 27. No other MSS. 

kA and Ctet. may be seen in combination at: 

XI. 16 —01 fir. 
XXII. 6 + 6 (ante nvpios) 

14 0( irXvvovres ra£ OTola( avrw 



XV. 


3 adovTac (pro adovat) 


XVI. 


14 — enewT/c 


XVIII. 


19 Ttff m(j>a\ric 


XIX. 


17 aXkov (pro tva) text [com. oat 




eiCT ayyeTioo] 




20 Ttfv eiKova (pro tt/ iiKovrfj 


XX. 


2 sotiv 6La(5ofa>c 


XXI. 


18 —r/v text and com. 




20 afieOvvTivac Oec. text 
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and CA and Oec. in places like : 

XIII. 8 + avrov (post to ovo/ia) 

XIV. 8 v (pro on) 

1 8 (fiuvij (pro icpavyyi) 

As a culminating proof of Egyptian origin for this text of 
Oec. we have to submit that at : 

XVIII. 17 Oec. reads 6 «jrl toi/ ■Korap.ov ■nkiav (for «ri rav itXoicbv 

o ojuiW) which is the reading of the Sakidic, now confirmed by 
Dr. Budge in his recent edition of a fresh MS of the Sah. Apoc. 
in the British Museum. 

Then we go to a form at xi. 6 of /3peg?j text (com. ft*£«) with 
Hippolytus alone, all the rest having 0p«x« or frptxn including 
the uncials, and this carries us back further. We also read iraX- 
n-iyicraw alone with Hipp, (as edited), at xviii. 22. 

The relations with the interesting cursives such as 18, 1 38,' 40,* 
56/ 6 1, 5 would take us too far if we particularized, but they stand 
out with force, as do certain relations with Syr. and Copt. As 
to the latter note »* rots pro n-por rots i. 16, — xtpatrart xviii. 6 ; and 
as to Syr. note i. 15 — at prim., xix. 14 + xai (ante tvStBv/it»oi) 
besides some examples above in combination. 

Finally consider C for a moment as to the age of these things. 
We have noticed C gigas with Oec. alone together at vi. 7 to 
rtrapTov faov for (pavr/v tov rtraprov £»ou (where BP and seventy-five 
cursives suppress <pavr]v but maintain Tovreraprov faov). Consider 
the matter further for a moment. In the following verse vi. 8 
init. C and Oec. text alone omit the introductory Km, but Oec. 
does not do so in his commentary repetition of the verse. On 
the other hand to show how intimate is the relation between the 
three, i. e. C and Oec. text and Oec. com., we find at xi. 18 C 
using (alone) icXtjpos for xatpor ("6 icXjjpor tS>v veicpav") which is 
exactly what Oec. does in his commentary but not in his text. In 
i. 7 Oec. uses eirt for p.era text and com. as C only. Further we 
pick up the peculiar form ao-rpav for aartpav in xii. 4 in Oec. text, 

1 — fitr tfiov 10. 18. 40 and Oec. only. 
1 See beyond, and note xxi. 6 yeyovaaiv 3S, 56 and Oec. 
* As i. 3. anovuv (pro 01 aKovnvrsg) 40 and Oec. only. 

4 As iii. 3. n-pof at (pro em at sec.) 56 latt and Oec. only ; xvii. 10 6 S' alXo( 
56 and Oec. 

6 As xvii. 4 KOTTjpiQv tv rrj x u P l avT'K XP vaovv 0I and Oec. only. 
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but we find it deliberately repeated in the commentary, and again, 
alone among MSS, C has this. 

In this rather careless connection I might mention that at viii. i 
Oecumenius joins the small band in reading with C tjfuapov in his 
text, although in his com. repetition the form is corrected to 

rjfiitapiov. 

In considering the previous lists it must be borne in mind that 
these readings are opposed by one hundred and thirty other wit- 
nesses whom we have confronted with this situation. Some are 
merely mistakes. Others trace to the influence of versions. 

As he gathers the evidence and sifts it these points of contact 
appeal tremendously to the worker himself, but I cannot help 
feeling that they lose some of their force, divested of the context, 
and thus listed to be studied in cold blood by the casual reader 
or desk student. 

It is a painful and laborious process to gather the evidence and 
sift it, and the collator of MSS is only repaid by the full and 
striking force of each particular reading as it reaches him in its 
exceptional character. 

To try and convey this force adequately is quite beyond my 
power. 

But it is my privilege to recover part of the long forgotten text 
of a writer who thus sheds additional light on the interrelation of 
the versions at an early date and shows to us his sources without 
being aware of the fact. These sources indicate a common origi- 
nal involving n A as well as C, gigas, the bohairic, Gwynn's 
Syriac, 18, 38, 40, 56 and other most important cursives. 

In closing I venture to mention an interesting point as regards 
K and Oecumenius. 

At xii. 13 we read: Kai ore u8fv 6 bpaKav on efi\r)$r) tit rijv yrjv, 
i 8 I a> £ € tt)V yvyaiKa. . . . 

I was surprised to find in Oec. text the variation tbia K (, and 
thought this was a slip, which would be corrected in the commen- 
tary. Instead of this, Oec. again gives the imperfect form in his 
commentary repetition. Not content with this, and in order to 
drive the point home to me, I found that he repeated it twice more 
in his commentary observations. Upon turning up my ledger of 
collected readings I found that K* had written eSaKev. Tischen- 
dorf in his notes to the N.T. Gr. Ed. viii merely says: " K a «£ t&u>£ ev 
(corrupte k* coWcv)", so that to this day we thought k had 
made a stupid blunder, but he had only left out an iota ! In view 
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of the list given above 1 of Oecumenius' affiliations with n, I think 
we may now consider it certain that in the examplar which K was 
copying the word stood toWec We have another witness to the 
matter (who from this would appear to be contemporary), for 
Gig-as reads persequebatur, while h and the other Latins have 
persecutus est. For another instance of imperfect for aorist con- 
sult xxii. 8 «j3Xe»rov for tfiketya by A alone among MSS supported 
now by Oecumenius (com. as well as text). 

Of all the Evangelists St. John is the only one to use the im- 
perfect of (3X«ra> (Jo. xiii. 22) and also that of Siaxa (Jo. v. 16). 

&<&<«» occurs 44 times in the N. T. The imperfect is used four 
times only. Once, as above, by St. John, once by the author of 
the Acts (xxvi. 11), twice by St. Paul (Gal. i. 13, iv. 29). 

/SXe'ira and its forms occur no less than 121 times in the N. T. 
(counting compounds 168 times) . The imperfect of p\ena> is only 
found in Jo. xiii. 22 and Acts ix. 8. Of the compounds not once 
with avafikena (out of 25); not with 8in/3X«n-<o (out of 3 times); 
while n-tpw/3X«n-«ro is found at Mark v. 32 (out of seven times). 
Remains ipOM™. Once only at Acts xxii. 11 we find »W/3X«roi/ 
(out of 12 occasions). Add the various reading in Mark viii. 
25 ivi&Xtmv (for (V«'|3X«^«) by s BLa /am. 13, 28 (244) {Syr.) 
and I think we have covered the ground. So that the point 
raised by K, A, and Oecumenius in the Apocalypse from a rather 
trivial appearance at first is not without a certain interest for the 
critics of the New Testament, be they concerned with the author- 
ship of the Books, with the mere grammar of the N. T., with the 
vagaries of MSS and their local provenance, or merely with the 
methods of the Concordance. 

1 1 have not included in this as to N a similar small point to that adduced 
above as to C and Oec.,v/ho read aorpuv. In xvii. 12 8* reads et-ovoiv for 
egovoiav. So does Oec. text (non com.) in both the Messina MS and Vat. 1426! 
Not content with such a small thing as this let me press it home with this 
roundabout illustration. At xxi. 12 the text [not the com.} of Oec. makesy?/- 
teen gates ! He reads SeKairevre adding three from somewhere. But in his 
description of the matter, xxi. 13, he reduces them to nine, for he omits atro 
iva/iwv irvfajve; rpei;. So does K* ! As a matter of fact the cursive 80 (quite 
sympathetic to Oec. in spots) makes 15 gates, for he writes : 

"ano avaTokris kvX. Tpci;, ano poppa irvk. Tpeif, otto votov irv?i.Tpeic, wko dva/iuv 
fro/I. rpsi; +kcu cmo /tt07i/i[}pia<; jrvTiowe; Tpei;". 

It those interested will refer to X they will find that between X* and N a 
they nearly gave us fifteen gates as well. 
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A last feature which I would like to mention has reference to 
some of the unique expressions of Oecumenius which occur in 
the text and in the commentary. Some of these commentary 
expressions are found in a few of our later cursives, 1 the writers 
of which were probably acquainted with Oecumenius' commentary. 

In the same way it may be that some of the words occurring 
in Oecumenius text* were familiar to him from the lost commen- 
taries of Justin (?), Irenaeus and Origen. If we find these we 
shall probably see a connection. 

But above all, this Messina document is most helpful in check- 
ing what is wrong in K, A and C. First we establish an intimate 
relation between Oec. and these three documents (extending to 
the veriest trifles so that the common base was a common MS 
source) and then we are able to note the divergence. 

Thus while in one chapter at xiv. 13 we read ia yap tpya for to 
t( epya with N CAP 18 26 38 95 107 [no other cursives] gig. and 
Prim., just above at xiv. 12 we hold 01 r^povvrto- of most against 
the (apparently) important group N 36 38 56 95 forT<»i> rrfpovvrav. 

In the same way at xiv. 6 we add an between tvayytkurai and 
rova KaSripevovt with sCAP 34-35 {hiant 68-87) Syr.; at xiv. 7 we 
put N in the wrong by holding \tyovra (which K omits), and we 
hold tv <f>avi) niya\t) where A (alone) omits «*. At xiv. 8 Oec. 
contradicts neirraicav of aC and Copt, [wanting k*] for Oec. has 
plainly w«jtotik«. 

Similarly at xiii. 6 we hold $\ao<pr)piav text and com., where 
NCA conspire (with 1. 18. 34. 67-87. 95) for pkaofaiuas and are 
apparently wrong, for 1 is opposed by twelve other members of 
the 1 family, 34-87 are opposed by 35 (68 wanting), 67 is op- 

1 As vi. g eKKXqoiav for uaprvpiav Oec. text and com. So 38 alone ; as xii. I 
-f- V" after vnoKara. So 38 alone. 

2 Such are i. 6 Tzpof-qrac for irarpi, i. 8 fin. + xai nvpioc rr/c xnoeu; , ii. 7 <mcov- 
ovtl for vckuvti, iii. 176 raireivoc for 6 Tc&amupoc, iii. 18 Kaiva levaa for /ttti/ca 
text (com. : naiva kcii Tievica), iv. 5 enirefiTrovrai for eKnopevovrat, v. 4 flfaipat for 
jSXeireiv, viii. 4+ ev (ante rate npoaevxaic), viii. 5 elapev for eilrjtyev, x. 9 oaye 
for naratyaye [not Lat. = devora~\, xi. I aai jierpr)aai for oat /lerpi/aov (so 61-95— 
126 a group which has a unique but small selection of old readings apart from 
their regular type), xi. 8 -f- ffi/aet after irXaTuac, xiii. 3 eda/ifltfiri text and com. 
for edavpaodq, xiii. 12 rove evoiKovvrac ev avryj for rove tcaroiKovvTac ev avrt], xviii. 
14 irovov for /cairvov (towov A), xxi. 2 aTzoKoajir)pevriv for KeKoe/i7/pev7it>, xxii. 7 
epxopeSa for epxopac text and com. Same verse jiaKapioi ol Ttipowrec for paKapioc 
6 Tj/pov text and com., xxii. 12 raxv raxv. 
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posed by its very close sister 120, and 95 is opposed by its 
relations 61-126. 

However interesting to me, it would be too long to proceed. 

Reserving for the future detailed criticism of von Soden's new 
edition of the Greek New Testament recently published, I may 
say here that he has neglected altogether by far the most im- 
portant Greek cursive MS. of the Apocalypse, and has done 
scant justice to Gwynn's Syriac, while as to Oecumenius and 
the Messina MS. he has evidently not had it collated and over- 
looks all the points of contact in it with the Greek uncials. This, 
in an edition planned with the special object of collating the 
cursives and claiming to represent the dernier cri of criticism, is 
worthy of the strongest condemnation, for it misleads the public. 

H. C. Hoskier. 



